ILECs’ reserve deficiencies, which had been built up by inadequate lives and methods, in a
timely manner. Unfortunately, when the FCC allowed the ILECs to amortize this reserve
deficiency over five years, it understated the size of the deficiency by using the lives
prescribed at that time (rather than economic lives) to calculate a theoretical reserve level.

The FCC also recognized that past lives sometimes create significant reserve
imbalances as a technology nears the end of'its life span. To remedy this type of situation,
the FCC adopted special procedures for such “dying accounts.”>' The most obvious
example of the ILECs’ past need for this type of remedy was in electromechanical
switching. Both the ILECs’ life proposals and the FCC’s life prescriptions for
electromechanical switching did not properly predict the avalanche of retirements that
occurred in the late-1970s and early-1980s (i.e., the rapid displacement of this technology
by newer-technology switching equipment). The point here is, if the demise of
electromechanical switching had been recognized early enough in time, an extraordinary
effort to catch-up the reserves (i.e., the amortizations of the reserve deficiencies for these
dying accounts) would not have been required.

Even further evidence of the FCC’s acknowledgment that past lives have been too
long is their acceptance of somewhat shorter lives in the last few years. However, even
these shorter lives are generally much longer than the economic lives proposed by the
ILECs. Since the FCC has not accepted the ILECs’ shorter life proposals, which more-
accurately and more-realistically reflect the usefulness of their plant in an environment of
more-rapid obsolescence caused by technology and competition, it is highly likely that
dying account amortizations will also be required in the future. However, even though
this type of procedure was somewhat more acceptable in the less competitive environment
of the past, these extraordinary reserve catch-ups are not appropriate in the competitive
environment contemplated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“Act”), because such
catch-ups unfairly disadvantage the ILECs. Therefore, the ILECs and the regulators
should utilize more-realistic, economic lives to prevent the need for a delayed catch-up for
other accounts affected by avalanching retirements at the end of their life spans, such as
will happen with copper cable.”

ITI. Proper Asset Lives for SWBT and the Other ILECs

Whereas the ILECs have performed and reviewed forecasts of asset lives for many
years, MiCRA does not undertake any independent analysis to determine what lives the
ILECs should be using. Instead, MiCRA simply presumes the FCC’s presently-prescribed
lives to be correct.” Of course, doing so incorrectly (and circularly) gives them the result
they desire.

*! Dying account amortizations were introduced by the FCC in its 1983 triennial represcription Order,
FCC 83-587, released December 20, 1983, paragraphs 42-43.
%2 John P. Lube, op. cit., page 14-15.
3 MiCRA, op. cit., page 13.
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The ILECs use several forecasting techniques to predict the lives of their major
asset categories.” These include life cycle, technology substitution, and other forms of
analysis. The ILECs’ life forecasts are generally consistent not only with each other, but
also with the industry studies prepared by Technology Futures, Inc. (TFI) and other
depreciation experts. The TFI studies use past and present evidence of the actual
substitution of older technologies by newer technologies to forecast the lives of the
ILECs’ present assets. The TFI studies also address the impact of competition on the cash
flows the ILECs’ present networks can be reasonably expected to generate in future years
(and hence, the impact of competition on the useful lives of these network assets).

One of the most relevant aspects of the ILECs’ analyses and TFI’s studies is the
distinction between the physical retirements of assets and the economic value of those
same assets.”> The FCC places considerable reliance on the ILECs’ historical retirements,
as well as their budgeted retirements three years into the future, to determine lives. The
ILECs and TFI, on the other hand, determine more-realistic lives by assessing the future
declines in economic value of the assets, based not on physical retirements, but instead, on
such factors as the pace of customers’ migration off of those assets, the future cash flows
which can be generated by those assets, and the actual substitution of newer technologies
for those assets. This important distinction between physical retirements and economic
value recognizes, for example, that all large copper cables may: (a) gradually lose the use
of their pairs over the next ten to fifteen years; and (b) not be physically retired until ten to
fifieen years from now. Lives improperly determined with physical retirements would
appear to be very long until the last few years, even though economic value is declining
throughout this entire period. Conversely, lives properly determined by recognizing now
this gradual loss of economic value allow the depreciation of the assets to be fast enough
to achieve full depreciation by the end of the assets’ useful lives.

AT&T states, “there is no evidence that actual useful lives are shorter than lives
approved by regulators.”*® However, the ILECs have presented considerable evidence to
the FCC in connection with depreciation represcriptions (e.g., the life cycle analyses and
technology substitution analyses discussed above) showing the need for shorter, more-
realistic asset lives. In fact, the lives used by AT&T itself, and by other non-ILEC
telecommunications providers, are perhaps the best evidence that the ILECs’ useful lives
are shorter than the lives prescribed for them by the FCC.

Most firms, including the non-JLEC telecommunications providers, do not publicly
disclose their asset lives used for financial reporting. However, the FCC did prescribe
AT&T’s depreciation lives up through 1994.”7 The lives prescribed in 1994 for AT&T by
the FCC are considerably shorter than those prescribed for the ILECs by the FCC even

** John P. Lube, op. cit., pp. 10-12.
* Ibid., pp. 12-15.
*® AT&T, op. cit., page 33 (partial paragraph at top).
%7 The lives last approved by the FCC for AT&T’s use can be found in the FCC’s Memorandum Opinion
and Order (FCC 95-32), released January 31, 1995 (and the associated AT&T Parameter Report which
shows the underlying projection lives prescribed for AT&T by the FCC in this same represcription).
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since that time. This is because the FCC, in its “depreciation simplification” docket,
granted AT&T broad latitude in selecting its own depreciation lives, by allowing AT&T to
use the Price Cap Carrier Option in its new simplification rules.”® The FCC allowed
AT&T this latitude because, at that time, AT&T operated in “a more competitive
environment than the [ILECs].”* The FCC’s decision for AT&T was also consistent with
the fact that AT&T’s price cap plan never had earnings sharing, and therefore, there was
no tie between AT&T’s regulated depreciation and AT&T’s prices. However, because
AT&T and the ILECs will be directly competing with each other in the new competitive
environment, it is both logical and reasonable that the ILECs’ asset lives should be more
nearly the same as those already allowed for AT&T by the FCC (as well as those used by
other telecommunications providers), rather than the longer lives currently prescribed for
the ILECs by the FCC.

Table 1 shows the most-recent projection lives prescribed for AT&T and SWBT
by the FCC for major, technology-driven accounts. It is evident from this table that
SWBT’s prescribed lives are currently much longer than AT&T’s, a situation that must be
remedied.

Table 1
Comparison of Prescribed Projection Lives

Account AT&T SWBT
Digital Electronic Switching 9.7 16.0
Digital Circuit 7.2 11.0
Analog Circuit 2.5 82-125
Copper Cable 34-15.0 20.0-25.0
Fiber Cable 20.0 25.0

Sources: AT&T Parameter Report, 1994 FCC represcription.
SWBT Parameter Report, 1996 FCC represcription.

Even though the other non-ILEC telecommunications firms do not publicly
disclose their asset lives, the overall pace of their depreciation can still be estimated, using
information available from their annual reports. To do this, a composite depreciation rate
can be estimated by dividing the annual depreciation and amortization expense by the
average depreciable investment (i.e., excluding land, if it can be identified, because land is
not depreciable) during the year under report. This calculation can also be done for
AT&T using its annual report data. Because AT&T had considerable freedom to choose
actual useful depreciation lives in its 1994 FCC represcription, it is reasonable to assume

*# FCC’s Report and Order, CC Docket No. 92-296 (FCC 93-452), released October 20, 1993, paragraphs
8, 38, 92-94.
** Tbid., paragraph 92.
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that this calculation for AT&T would closely reflect AT&T’s prescribed lives. That is, it
is very doubtful that AT&T’s financial depreciation (e.g., in its annual report) would use
asset lives longer than those prescribed by the FCC in 1994 for AT&T’s regulated
depreciation.”

Table 2 shows the estimated composite depreciation rates for a few non-ILEC
telecommunications providers. For comparison, this table also shows the FCC-prescribed
composite rate for SWBT and the average FCC-prescribed composite rate for the
ILECs.*!

Table 2
Comparison of Composite Depreciation Rates
AT&T 10.5%
MCI 9.9%
Sprint (IXC only) 9.1%°
MFS 13.5%
SWBT 6.9%
ILEC Average 7.3%

Source: Non-ILECs: 1995 annual reports.
SWBT: Statement B, 1996 FCC represcription.
ILEC Average: Data from ILECs.

It should be noted that these rates for MCI, Sprint, and MFS are somewhat understated,
because their annual report data does not allow the exclusion of land from the investment

amounts.

Because of the similarity in the estimated composite depreciation rates for the four
firms listed above, it is reasonable to assume that their asset lives are very nearly the same.
This conclusion is also reasonable because all four of these firms: (a) currently operate in
competitive telecommunications markets; (b) will compete with the ILECs in
telecommunications markets; (c) generally use the same types of assets to provide
competitive services; and (d) have the freedom to choose asset lives they deem to be

appropriate.

** In fact, the FCC’s Order in AAD 93-18 (DA 94-540), released May 31, 1994, paragraph 3, confirms
AT&T’s desire “to compute and record its regulated depreciation expenses in conformity with

depreciation rates it uses for financial reporting purposes.”
*' The average FCC-prescribed composite depreciation rate for the ILECs is an investment-weighted

average for the price cap, FCC-subject ILECs.
32 Sprint’s estimated composite rate ranged from 9.1% to 9.7% over the period 1993-1995.
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Furthermore, the ILECs use the same major technologies as these four firms (e.g.,
digital electronic switching, digital circuit equipment, and fiber cable). Because the Act
intends for these firms to compete with the ILECs, there is no basis for any of these firms,
including the ILECs, to use asset lives significantly different from those used by the others.

IV. Causes for the Obsolescence of the ILECs’ Plant and the Need for Shorter Lives

Some Comments in this proceeding assert that the ILECs have made significant
investment for non-telephone services.”> These assertions are unfounded, and ignore the
dynamics of the telecommunications industry relative to customers’ service demands, the
cost efficiencies of new technology, and the intentions of the Act.

It is true that the ILECs’ present networks have been put in place over many years
principally for providing “telephone services” (including, more recently, access services for
interexchange carriers). It is likewise true that most of the ILECs’ customers currently
use only these telephone services. However, as explained in the TFI report titled
Implications of Technology Change and Competition on Local Exchange Carriers, the
telephony network has undergone considerable evolution and modernization over the past
several decades, just to keep up with changing perceptions of telephone service.”* More
and more of the ILECs’ telephone customers are demanding more-sophisticated, more-
reliable, higher-bandwidth services today. Therefore, the definition of telephone service is
still evolving. As well, the ILECs’ networks must also evolve to meet these customer
demands.

Further, the ILECs cannot be expected to maintain separate networks for: (a)
“basic” telephone services, as they would be defined by most customers today; and (b)
more advanced telephony services that today’s customers are already beginning to demand
(and will demand more so in the future). Again, the I[LECs’ present networks must evolve
to handle all customer demands for all telephony services.

Also, additions of newer-technology plant that are capable of providing both basic
and advanced telephony services have allowed cost efficiencies in the ILECs’ present
networks. Both the capacity of the plant to serve total demand and the operating
efficiencies of that plant are greater than those of the older technologies.

The Act itself intends for competition to stimulate the introduction of new
technology and new services into the local service market (including access services).
However, AT&T, MCI, and others would have the ILECs relegated to the provision of
only basic telephony services, and to the technologies of the past. Even AT&T and other
IXCs, as SWBT’s customers, continue to press SWBT to provide the latest network

* For example, AT&T, op. cit., pp. 11 and 31; “Assessing Incumbent LEC Claims to Special Revenue
Recovery Mechanisms: ... “, ETI, Appendix B to AT&T Comments, CC Docket No. 96-262, page 11;
MiCRA, op. cit., page 20.
** “Implications of Technology Change and Competition on Local Exchange Carriers”, TFI, Attachment
D to USTA Reply Comments, CC Docket No. 94-1 (4th FNPRM), section 3.b., pp. 13-14.
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capabilities. Furthermore, the ILECs’ numerous present and future competitors are
modernizing networks, acquiring other providers’ networks, and/or building new
networks to become full-service providers of basic telephony services, Internet and higher-
bandwidth data services, and other telecommunications services demanded by customers.
Therefore, SWBT and the other incumbent ILECs must not be relegated to providing only
narrow-bandwidth basic telephony services in the future, with their existing under-
depreciated network. In addition, the IXCs and the ILECs’ other competitors must not be
allowed to gain and maintain unfair advantage over the ILECs through the regulators’ out-
of-date depreciation lives and methods.

Concurrent with the evolution and modernization of the ILECs’ network is the
need for the recovery of the present network, including both the older-technology plant
and the newer-technology plant making up the present network. In particular, the older-
technology plant will provide less value to the ILECs in the future not only because of the
evolution to more advanced telephony services and the technologies required to provide
those services, but also because competition (both wireless and wireline) in the ILECs’
telephony markets will literally take some present customers away from the ILECs. This
is simply to say that both the ILECs’ catch-up of past under-depreciation and the ILECs’
ongoing depreciation must be based on realistic asset lives which reflect all of these facets
of economic obsolescence.

Said another way, the ILECs must depreciate their assets over the period of time
for which those assets can realistically be expected to generate sufficient revenue to
recover the assets. This period of time (i.e., the economic life) ends when the revenue-
generating ability of those assets has decreased (with respect to the services that can use
those assets, the customers left to use those services, and the competitive market prices of
those services) to the point that further recovery is insignificant or non-existent. The
ability of plant to generate sufficient revenue to cover its cost is a critical business issue. It
is obvious that no business can survive for long by absorbing the costs of assets during a
period of time in which those assets generate insufficient customer revenue to cover those
costs. Thus, it is an elementary accounting concept to charge the cost of assets over the
period for which the assets can generate revenue for the business. MiCRA incorrectly
characterizes this basic accounting principle as a ILEC ruse for using current customers of
basic telephony services to finance the replacement of their present network with a new
network capable of providing “new non-telephony services.”*> This accusation is patently
wrong for several reasons:

e Even the ILECs’ present customers are demanding bandwidth and reliability which
require the ILECs to deploy newer-technology plant now.

e Depreciation of today’s plant cannot be regarded as a way to gather customers’ money
to finance future deployment of newer plant. Instead, it is a repayment from today’s
customers to the owners of the business, who contributed the original capital to buy

** MiCRA, op. cit., page 20.
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the present plant. Even the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners
(of which the FCC is a prominent member) said in its 1968 depreciation manual:

"Depreciation accounting is the process of charging the book
cost of depreciable property to operations over its life. ... The
purpose is not, as many people erroneously think, to finance
replacements."*®

In addition, there are two similar cites from the Iowa State text on depreciation,
considered to be one of the definitive references from academia regarding
depreciation:

"The sole purpose of depreciation cost accounting is to recover
the depreciable cost of the property through charges to
production cost. Obviously, such an objective is totally
unrelated to replacement cost as well as to replacement.
Depreciation cost accounting is not for the purpose of building
up a fund for replacement of property.™’

"Although the capital invested in depreciable assets may be
recovered, it is not necessarily preserved in the business. After
the cost of an asset is recovered, management has the
responsibility and freedom to use the funds in accordance with
its best judgment."*®

Clearly, MiCRA disregards the real purpose of depreciation, the real "owner" of the
ILECs’ depreciation expense, and the propriety of charging and recovering that
depreciation expense now.

V. The Inability of Remaining Life to Solve the ILECs’ Reserve Problem

The MiCRA report cited by MCI would have one believe that problems simply will
not exist in the ILECs’ reserves, because of the FCC’s adoption of the “remaining life”
method of depreciation.*> While my previous affidavit addresses the inability of the
remaining life method to solve under-depreciation problems,”” SWBT does acknowledge
that the remaining life method is superior to the FCC’s prior “whole life” method. Under
whole life, any reduction in prescribed life would cause future depreciation accruals to
reflect the new life, but nothing was done to compensate for all of the past under-accruals

*¢ “Public Utility Depreciation Practices”, National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners

(1968), page 82, section 2.a.

3 “Engineering Valuation and Depreciation”, Marston, Winfrey, and Hempstead (1953), page 182,

section 8.6.

% Ibid., page 183, section 8.7.

* MiCRA, op. cit., pp. 6-8 and 14 (partial paragraph at top).

“® John P. Lube, op. cit., pp. 5-6, and 14 (first paragraph).
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caused by the previous longer life. Remaining life, on the other hand, builds this
compensation or catch-up into the future accruals. Therefore, the self-correcting nature of
remaining life is an improvement over whole life. However, even remaining life is plagued

by two limitations:

e Remaining life only corrects (in the future) those changes in lives that have already
occurred. It is not able to anticipate future changes in lives, and the further accrual
corrections those future life changes will require. That is, remaining life is a reactive
tool (i.e., focused only on past life changes), not a proactive tool. This is critical,
because: (a) history has shown that the FCC’s past life prescriptions have been too
long (therefore, requiring gradual life reductions and/or special dying account
amortizations to dispose of the associated reserve deficiencies); and (b) it is reasonable
to assume the FCC will make further life reductions in the future.

¢ Even for a life reduction that has already occurred, and for which remaining life is
already compensating, remaining life will not completely achieve the needed catch-up
in the reserve until the very end of the life of the account. This catch-up period could
be much longer than is reasonable for the ILECs’ assets to be properly reserved. For
example, based on lives presently prescribed by the FCC, this catch-up period is as
much as 10 to 15 years into the future for copper cable. This is significantly longer
than the three-year catch-up period associated with the simple example of remaining
life in the MiCRA report.*!

V1. Claims of ILEC Over-Investment Since the Inception of Price Caps

AT&T challenges the propriety of the ILECs’ recent investment, claiming this
investment was excessive for the provision of basic telephony. AT&T states that, “as of
year-end 1996, approximately 65% of ILEC historical [net] book investment had been
acquired after January 1, 1990”* (presumably meant to coincide with the 1991
implementation of the FCC’s price cap rules). It supports this statement with an analysis,
titled Assessing Incumbent LEC Claims to Special Revenue Recovery Mechanisms,
prepared by Economics and Technology, Inc. (ETI) on behalf of AT&T.* This same
report cites a 60% level of total net book investment acquired since January 1, 1990, as of
the end of 1995.*

Regarding AT&T’s and ETT’s calculation of the 60% or 65% of total net book
investment acquired after 1989, all this exercise proves is that older plant is more
depreciated than newer plant (i.e., for every dollar of plant, the net book value of newer
plant is always higher than the net book value of older plant). In contrast, the proportion
of gross book investment acquired after 1989 for SWBT is approximately 34% as of the

‘' MiCRA, op. cit., page 8 (partial paragraph at top).
2 AT&T, op. cit., page 32.
4 “Assessing Incumbent LEC Claims to Special Revenue Recovery Mechanisms: ... “, ETI, Appendix B to
AT&T Comments, CC Docket No. 96-262, page 13.
*“ Ibid., page 12.
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end of 1995, and approximately 40% as of the end of 1996. More importantly, though,
the relevant question is whether any of this newer investment, regardless of its proportion
to total plant, was inappropriate. As explained previously in this affidavit, the ILECs post-
1989 additions were not excessive or inappropriate, as AT&T and ETI claim, but instead,
merely reflect the changes in customer demand and the cost benefits of newer technology
in the telecommunications industry.*

AT&T and ETI further claim that approximately $30 billion of the unseparated net
book value of 1990-1996 plant additions cannot be justified by the growth in basic service
demand over that same seven-year period.*® This conclusion by AT&T and ETI is based
on an inappropriately narrow definition of basic service, and faulty assumptions about
growth and investment made to meet this growth. SWBT agrees with and adopts SPR’s
rebuttal of this ETI analysis and conclusion.*’

SWBT is also amazed at the blatant inconsistency of ETI’s position in this
proceeding, vis-a-vis its position in its report, titled Financing RBOC Diversification:
Patterns of Investment in Non-LEC Ventures, where it concluded that the ILECs’
investment in their regulated telephone operations was too small.** This report also
suggested that regulated depreciation had been misused by the ILECs and was therefore
unnecessarily high.* Obviously, ETI suffered from the same misconceptions about the
purpose of depreciation as MiCRA.*® Also, as SPR observes, to ETIL, “[a]pparently, a
finding of any level of [ILEC] investment can, if artfully crafted, constitute an argument

for slower [ILEC] capital recovery”.”!

SWBT similarly agrees with and adopts the other findings and observations in
SPR’s report.>?

VII. Responsibility for the Recovery of ILECs’ Investments

MCI states that any past under-depreciation of the ILECs should be recovered
from their customers of unregulated businesses.”> However, as explained in my previous
affidavit, it is the regulated customers who have benefited in the past from the delayed
capital recovery prescribed by the FCC.** Therefore, it is reasonable for these regulated
customers to provide the catch-up of the past under-recovery.

“* See section IV of this affidavit.
* AT&T, op. cit., pp. 31-32; and ETI, op. cit., page 14.
7 “The Depreciation Shortfall - Reply Comments”, SPR, Attachment to USTA Reply Comments, CC
Docket 96-262, filed February 14, 1997, pp. 10-14,
* “Financing RBOC Diversification: Patterns of Investment in Non-LEC Ventures:, ETI, December 14,
1993, pp. 2 and 13.
“ Ibid., pp. 6 and 13.
** See footnotes 28, 29, and 30 in this affidavit.
> SPR, op. cit., page 15.
>2 Ibid., all pages.
> MCI, op. cit., page 73.
*4 John P. Lube, op. cit., page 3 (second paragraph).
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MCI also states, “In competitive markets, firms routinely write off plant made
obsolete by more efficient competitors. For the Commission to allow [ILECs] to recover
the value of their plant lost by the entry of more efficient competitors, would simply
indemnify the [ILECs] against all competitive inroads.”> As explained in my previous
affidavit,*® the past investment made by the ILECs was necessary to meet customers’
demands and satisfy regulatory obligations under the environment where “there were no
competitive providers that might prevent an incumbent from eventually recovering its
entire investment [by] the end of the prescribed life”>’ (emphasis added). That is, this past
investment was not made in the new competitive environment intended by the Act. It is
the recovery of this past investment that SWBT asserts should be borne by the regulated
customers who received the benefit of lower prices in the past. Conversely, it is the
ILECs’ shareholders who should bear the risk of recovery of future ILEC investment.>®

VIII. Conclusion

AT&T and MCI, along with their consultants, ETT and MiCRA, respectively,
continue to assert, incorrectly so, that SWBT and the other ILECs have no past under-
depreciation or under-recovery (of past investment) problems. They base this claim on
their incorrect and self-serving assumptions that the ILECs” FCC-prescribed lives are
adequate, the ILECs’ past investment was inappropriate for the provision of telephony
services, and that the ILECs’ current life proposals are unsupported.

Clearly, these parties ignore several important issues. First, the regulatory process,
for decades, constrained the ILECs’ depreciation in regulated costs of service. It did this
by postponing depreciation (and hence, recovery) into future costs of service, with the
assumption that the ILECs would get eventual recovery. That may have been somewhat
appropriate in the past, but certainly is not appropriate in the competitive environment
contemplated by the Act. Therefore, because the timely recovery of the ILECs’ existing
network was not allowed in the past, as it should have been, the ILECs’ past under-
recovery must now be corrected during the transition to the new environment.

Second, past advances in technology (and the associated cost benefits available
with these advances), past changes in customers’ demands for services, and the beginnings
of competition in the ILECs’ markets all signaled the need for the ILECs to keep their
network updated and efficient. These factors have necessitated the recent investment by
ILECs in newer-technology plant. It is no surprise that the ILECs’ future competitors
(such as AT&T and MCT) would claim that this investment was inappropriate, and would
want the ILECs’ networks to be capable of providing only the most basic forms of
telephony service (i.e., to keep the ILECs from being able to compete as full-service
providers).

> MCI, op. cit., pp. 73-74.
% John P. Lube, op. cit., page 10 (first and second full paragraphs).
j; FCC NPRM, CC Docket No. 96-262, paragraph 250.
= John P. Lube, op. cit., page 3 (third paragraph).
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Third, the Act itself spurs on the introduction of new service providers (i.e.,
competition), new services, and new technologies in all telecommunications markets.
Thus, the Act further supports the ability of all service providers, not just the new entrants
in telecommunications markets, to compete fully and efficiently.

Consequently, the ILECs’ past investment has been appropriate. Also, the
depreciation lives proposed by the ILEC:s realistically and appropriately reflect the
economic obsolescence of their plant. Finally, the [ILECs’ proposal for the transitional
recovery of the past under-depreciation (as quantified using the ILECs’ economic lives) is
appropriate.

Submitted,
A J2 4.
John P. Lube

Director-Capital Recovery

February 14, 1997
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WASHINGTON DC 20008-1158

RONALD DUNN

PRESIDENT

INFORMATION INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION
1625 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE NW
SUITE 700

WASHINGTON DC 20036

JOSEPH S PAYKEL

ANDREW JAY SCHWARTZMAN
GIGI B SOHN

MEDIA ACCESS PROJECT

1707 L STREET NW

SUITE 400

WASHINGTON DC 20036

CITIZENS UTILITIES COMPANY
RICHARD M TETTELBAUM
ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL
SUITE 500 1400 16TH STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20036

NATIONAL CABLE TELEVISION ASSOCIATION INC
DANIEL L BRENNER

DAVID L NICOLL

1724 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20036



EXCEL TELECOMMUNICATIONS INC
THOMAS K CROWE

MICHAEL B ADAMS

LAW OFFICES OF THOMAS K CROWE PC
2300 M STREET NW

SUITE 800

WASHINGTON DC 20037

DANNY E ADAMS

EDWARD A YORKGITIS JR
KELLEY DRYE & WARREN LLP
1200 19TH STREET NW SUITE 500
WASHINGTON DC 20036

DANA FRIX

MARK SIEVERS

SWIDLER & BERLIN CHTD
WINSTAR COMMUNICATIONS INC
3000 K STREET NW SUITE 300
WASHINGTON DC 20007

AMERICA ONLINE INC

WILLIAM W BURRINGTON

JILL LESSER

COUNSEL FOR AMERICA ONLINE INC
1101 CONNECTICUT AVENUE NW
SUITE 400

WASHINGTON DC 20036

MICHAEL J SHORTLEY IlI

ATTORNEY FOR FRONTIER CORPORATION

180 SOUTH CLINTON AVENUE
ROCHESTER NEW YORK 14646

CABLE & WIRELESS INC
RACHEL J ROTHSTEIN
8219 LEESBURG PIKE
VIENNA VA 22182

TIMOTHY R GRAHAM

ROBERT G BERGER

JOSEPH SANDRI

WINSTAR COMMUNICATIONS INC
1146 19TH STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20036

DANA FRIX

TAMAR HAVERTY

SWIDLER & BERLIN CHARTERED

COUNSEL FOR TELCO COMMUNICATIONS GROUP INC
3000 K STREET NW SUITE 300

WASHINGTON DC 20007

DONNA N LAMPERT

JAMES A KIRKLAND

JENNIFER A PURVIS

MINTZ LEVIN COHN FERRIS GLOVSKY
AND POPEOPC

COUNSEL FOR AMERICA ONLINE INC

701 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE NW

SUITE %00

WASHINGTON DC 20004

MICHAEL S FOX

DIRECTOR REGULATORY AFFAIRS
JOHN STAURULAKIS INC

6315 SEABROOK ROAD

SEABROOK MARYLAND 20706



ROBERT S TONGREN

CONSUMERS’ COUNSEL

OHIO CONSUMERS’ COUNSEL

77 SOUTH HIGH STREET 15TH FLOOR
COLUMBUS OHIO 43266-0550

OZARKS TECHNICAL COMMUNITY COLLEGE
P 0 BOX 5958
SPRINGFIELD MO 65801

CHARLES D GRAY

JAMES BRADFORD RAMSAY

NATIONAL ASSOCITION OF REGULATORY
UTILITY COMMISSIONERS

1201 CONSTITUTION AVENUE SUITE 1102

POST OFFICE BOX 684

WASHINGTON DC 20044

TCA INC

TELECOMMUNICATIONS CONSULTANTS
F STEPHEN LAMB MAS MANAGER

3617 BETTY DRIVE

SUITE 1

COLORADO SPRINGS CO 80917-5909

WAYNE LEIGHTON PHD

SENIOR ECONOMIST

CITIZENS FOR A SOUND ECONOMY FOUNDATION
1250 H STREET NW SUITE 700

WASHINGTON DC 20005

NATIONAL EXCHANGE CARRIER ASSOCIATION INC
JOANNE SALVATORE BOCHIS

PERRY S GOLDSCHEIN

100 SOUTH JEFFERSON ROAD

WHIPPANY NEW JERSEY 07981

SDN USERS ASSOCIATION INC
P O BOX 4014
BRIDGEWATER NJ 08807

MICHAEL S PABIAN

LARRY A PECK

COUNSEL FOR AMERITECH

ROOM 4H82

2000 WEST AMERITECH CENTER DRIVE
HOFFMAN ESTATES IL 60196-1025

SCOTT L SMITH

VICE PRESIDENT OF

ALASKA TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION
4341 B STREET SUITE 304
ANCHORAGE AK 99503

BETTY D MONTGOMERY
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF OHIO
STEVEN T NOURSE

ASST ATTY GENERAL

PUBLIC UTILITIES SECTION
180 EAST BROAD STREET
COLUMBUS OH 43215-3793



ICG TELECOM GROUP INC
CINDY Z SCHONHAUT

9605 EAST MAROON CIRCLE
ENGLEWOOD CO 80112

RONALD J BINZ -- PRESIDENT

DEBRA R BERLYN -- EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
JOHN WINDHAUSEN JR -- GENERAL COUNSEL
COMPETITION POLICY INSTITUTE

1156 1STH STREET NW SUITE 310
WASHINGTON DC 20005

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION
BRADLEY C STILLMAN -- SENIOR COUNSEL
1801 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20006

WORLDCOM INC

CATHERINE R SLOAN

1120 CONNECTICUT AVENUE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20036-3902

ALEX JHARRIS
WORLDCOM INC

33 WHITEHALL STREET
15TH FLOOR

NEW YORK NY 10004

ALBERT H KRAMER

DICKSTEIN SHAPIRO MORIN & OSHINSKY LLP
ATTORNEY FOR ICG TELECOM GROUP INC
2101 L STREET NW

WASHINGTON DC 20037-1526

GENERAL COMMUNICATION INC
KATHY L SHOBERT

DIRECTOR FEDERAL AFFAIRS
901 1STH STREET NW

SUITE 900

WASHINGTON DC 206005

SPRINT CORPORTION

LEON M KESTENBAUM

JAY CKEITHLEY

H RICHARD JUHNKE

1850 M STREET NW 11TH FLOOR
WASHINGTON DC 20036

WORLDCOM INC
RICHARD J HEITMANN
515 EAST AMITE
JACKSON MS 39201-2702

PETER A ROHRBACH

DAVID L SIERADZKI

F WILLIAM LEBEAU
HOGAN & HARTSON L.L.P.
555 13TH STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20004-1109



AMERICAN PETROLEUM INSTITUTE
KELLER AND HECKMAN LLP
WAYNE V BLACK

C DOUGLAS JARRETT

SUSAN M HAFELI

PAULA DEZA

1001 G STREET NW

SUITE 500 WEST

WASHINGTON DC 20001

COMPETITIVE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION
GENEVIEVE MORELLI

EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT

AND GENERAL COUNSEL

1900 M STREET NW SUITE 800

WASHINGTON DC 20036

CHARLES C HUNTER

CATHERINE M HANNAN

HUNTER & MOW PC

TELECOMMUNICATIONS RESELLERS ASSOCIATION
1620 1 STREET NW

SUITE 701

WASHINGTON DC 20006

NYNEX TELEPHONE COMPANIES
JOSEPH DIBELLA

1300 I STREET NW SUITE 400 WEST
WASHINGTON DC 20005

FLEISCHMAN AND WALSH LLP
COUNSEL TO

LCTINTERNATIONAL TELECOM CORP
1400 SIXTEENTH STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20036

AD HOC TELECOMMUNICATIONS USERS COMMITTEE
COLLEEN BOOTHBY

JAMES S BLASZAK

KEVIN S DILALLO

SASHA FIELD

LEVINE BLASZAK BLOCK & BOOTHBY

1300 CONNECTICUT AVENUE NW

SUITE 500

WASHINGTON DC 20036

ROBERT J AAMOTH

JONATHAN E CANIS

REED SMITH SHAW & MCCLAY

ATTORNEYS FOR

COMPETITIVE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION
1301 K STREET NW

SUITE 1100 - EAST TOWER

WASHINGTON DC 20005

BELL ATLANTIC TELEPHONE COMPANY
EDWARD SHAKIN

1320 NORTH COURT HOUSE ROAD
EIGHTH FLOOR

ARLINGTON VA 22201

UNITED STATES TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION
MARY MCDERMOTT

LINDA KENT

KEITH TOWNSEND

HANCE HANEY

1401 H STREET NW SUITE 600

WASHINGTON DC 20005

ACC LONG DISTANCE CORP
DANA FRIX

TAMAR HAVERTY

SWIDLER & BERLIN CHARTERED
3000 K STREET NW SUITE 300
WASHINGTON DC 20007



IXC LONG DISTANCE INC

GARY L MANN

DIRECTOR - REGULATORY AFFAIRS
IXC LONG DISTANCE INC

98 SAN JACINTO SUITE 700

AUSTIN TX 78701

AT&T CORP

GENE C SCHAERR
DAVID L LAWSON
SCOTT M BOHANNON
1722 EYE STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20006

TELECON LLC

FAYE F HENRIS

KIERANT MAYS

AMERICA’S CARRIERS TELECOMMUNICATION ASSOC
8180 GREENSBORO DRIVE

SUITE 700

MCLEAN VA 22102

FROST & JACOBS

THOMAS E TAYLOR

CHRISTOPHER J WILSON

ATTORNEYS FOR CINCINNATI BELL
TELEPHONE COMPANY

2500 PNC CENTER

201 EAST FIFTH STREET

CINCINNATI OHIO 45202

JOE D EDGE

TINA M PIDGEON

DRINKER BIDDLE & REATH
ATTORNEYS FOR

PUERTO RICO TELEPHONE COMPANY
901 1STH STREET NW

SUITE 900

WASHINGTON DC 20005

AT&T CORP

MARK C ROSENBLUM
PETER HJACOBY

JUDY SELLO

ROOM 3245G1

295 NORTH MAPLE AVENUE
BASKING RIDGE NJ 07920

ROBERT M MCDOWELL

BRIAN A CUTE

HELEIN & ASSOCIATES PC

COUNSEL FOR

TELECOMMUNICATION ASSOCIATION
8180 GREENSBORO DRIVE

SUITE 700

MCLEAN VA 22102

ANNE U MACCLINTOCK
VICE PRESIDENT -
REGULATORY AFFAIRS AND PUBLIC POLICY
THE SOUTHERN NEW ENGLAND TELEPHONE COMPANY
227 CHURCH STREET
NEW HAVEN CT 06510

U S WEST INC

ROBERT B MCKENNA
RICHARD A KARRE

COLEEN M EGAN HELMREICH
ATTORNEYS FOR U S WEST
SUITE 700

1020 19TH STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20036

MICHAEL S PABIAN

LARRY A PECK

COUNSEL FOR AMERITECH

ROOM 4HS82

2000 WEST AMERITECH CENTER DRIVE
HOFFMAN ESTATES IL 60196-1025



PACIFIC TELESIS GROUP
MARLIN D ARD

NANCY C WOOLF

140 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION
EMILY C HEWITT

GENERAL COUNSEL

18TH & F STREETS NW ROOM 4002
WASHINGTON DC 20405

JOHN ROTHER ESQ

DIRECTOR LEGISLATION AND PUBLIC POLICY
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF RETIRED PERSONS
601 E STREET NW

WASHINGTON DC 20049

MARY ROULEAU ESQ
LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR

DR MARK N COOPER

DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH
CONSUMERS UNION

1666 CONNECTICUT AVENUE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20036

INTERNATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION

BRIAN R MOIR

MOIR & HARDMAN

2000 L STREET NW

SUITE 512

WASHINGTON DC 20036-4907

PACIFIC TELESIS GROUP
MARGARET E GARBER

1275 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20004

OFFICE OF THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL

U S ARMY LITIGATION CENTER
901 N STUART STREET SUITE 713
ARLINGTON VA 22202-1837

MARY ROULEAU ESQ

LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR

DR MARK N COOPER

DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH

CONSUMER FEDERATION OF AMERICA
1424 16TH STREET NW SUITE 604
WASHINGTON DC 20036

JAMES LOVE

DIRECTOR

CONSUMER PROJECT ON TECHNOLOGY
P O BOX 19367

WASHINGTON DC 20036

ALLIANCE FOR PUBLIC TECHNOLOGY
DR BARBARA O’CONNOR CHAIR
GERALD DEPO PRESDENT

901 1STH STREET NW

WASHINGTON DC 20005



DAVID J NEWBURGER

NEWBURGER & VOSSMEYER

ONE METROPOLITAN SQUARE SUITE 2400
ST LOUIS MISSOURI 63102

JACK SHREVE

OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC COUNSEL
111 W MADISON ST #812
TALLAHASSEE FL 32399-1400

IRWIN A POPOWSKY

OFFICE OF CONSUMER ADVOCATE
1425 STRAWBERRY SQUARE
HARRISBURG PA 17120

JAMES MARET

OFFICE OF CONSUMER ADVOCATE
LUCAS STATE OFFICE BLDG 4TH FLOOR
DES MOINES 1A 50319

ROB MANIFOLD

ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL
900 4TH AVENUE SUITE 2000
SEATTLE WA 98164

MARTHA S HOGERTY

OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC COUNSEL
P O BOX 7800

JEFFERSON CITY MO 65102

MIKE TRAVIESO

OFFICE OF PEOPLE’S COUNSEL
6TH ST PAUL STREET SUITE 2102
BALTIMORE MD 21202

BLOSSOM PERETZ

DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATE
P O BOX 46005

NEWARK NJ 06101

ELIZABETH A NOEL

OFFICE OF THE PEOPLE’S COUNSEL
1133 15TH ST NW SUITE 500
WASHINGTON DC 20005

REGINA COSTA

TOWARD UTILITY RATE NORMALIZATION
625 POLK STREET SUITE 403

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102



ERIC SWANSON

OFFICE OF ATTORNEY GENERAL
SUITE 1200 WCL TOWER

445 MINNESOTA ST

ST PAUL MN 55101-2130

PETER ARTH JR

LIONEL B WILSON

MARY MACK ADU

ATTYS FOR STATE OF CALIFORNIA &

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF CA
HELEN M MICKIEWICZ

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102

COUNSEL FOR THE COMMONWEALTH OF THE
NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS

THOMAS K CROWE

DAVID H SCHWARTZ

LAW OFFICES OF THOMAS K CROWE PC

2300 M STREET NW

SUITE 800

WASHINGTON DC 20037

OFFICE OF PUBLIC UTILITY COUNSEL
LAURIE PAPPAS

DEPUTY PUBLIC COUNSEL

1701 N CONGRESS AVE 9-180

P O BOX 12397

AUSTIN TX 78711-2397

R MICHAEL SENKOWSKI
JEFFREY S LINDER
GREGORY J VOGT
WILEY REIN & FIELDING
1776 K STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20006

ANNE BECKER

OFFICE OF UTILITY CONSUMER COUNSELOR
100 N SENATE AVE ROOM N501
INDIANAPOLIS IN 46204-2208

ALABAMA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
MARY NEWMEYER

FEDERAL AFFAIRS ADVISER

P OBOX 991

MONTGOMERY AL 36101

MAUREEN O HELMER

GENERAL COUNSEL

NEW YORK STATE

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SERVICE
THREE EMPIRE STATE PLAZA
ALBANY NY 12223-1350

JAMES A BURG
PAM NELSON

SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

STATE CAPITOL
PIERRE SOUTH DAKOTA 57501-5070

GTE SERVICE CORPORATION
WARD W WUESTE
GAILLPOLIVY

1850 M STREET NW

SUITE 1200

WASHINGTON DC 20036



RICHARD HEMSTAD

WILLIAM R GILLIS

WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION
COMMISSION

1300 S EVERGREEN PARK DR

P O BOX 47250

OLYMPIA WA 98504-7250

AIRTOUCH COMMUNICATIONS INC
KATHLEEN Q ABERNATHY

DAVID A GROSS

1818 N STREET NW

WASHINGTON DC 20036

PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS INDUSTRY
ASSOCIATION

MARK J GOLDEN

ROBERT L HOGGARTH

MARY MADIGAN

500 MONTGOMERY STREET

SUITE 700

ALEXANDRIA VA 223214-1561

ASSOCIATION FOR LOCAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS
SERVICES

RICHARD J METZGER

EMILY M WILLIAMS

1200 19TH STREET NW

SUITE 560

WASHINGTON DC 20036

SPECTRANET INTERNATIONAL INC

GLENN B MANISHIN

CHRISTINE A MAILLOUX

BLUMENFELD & COHEN - TECHNOLOGY LAW GROUP
1615 M STREET NW SUITE 700

WASHINGTON DC 20036

MICHAEL T SKRIVAN

HARRIS SKRIVAN & ASSOCIATES LLC
8801 SOUTH YALE SUITE 220

TULSA OK 74137

PAMELA J RILEY

AIRTOUCH COMMUNICATIONS INC
ONE CALIFORNIA STREET 9TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

CENTENNIAL CELLULAR CORPORATION
CHRISTOPHER W SAVAGE

COLE RAYWID & BRAVERMAN LLP

1919 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE NW

SUITE 200

WASHINGTON DC 20006

TELEPORT COMMUNICATIONS GROUP INC
TERESA MARRERO

SENIOR REGULATORY COUNSEL
TELEPORT COMMUNICATIONS GROUP INC
TWO TELEPORT DRIVE

STATEN ISLAND NY 10311

TIME WARNER COMMUNICATIONS HOLDINGS
BRIAN CONBOY

THOMAS JONES

GUNNAR HALLEY

WILLKIE FARR & GALLAGHER

THREE LAFAYETTE CENTER

1155 21ST STREET NW

WASHINGTON DC 20036



TELE-COMMUNICATIONS INC
RANDALL B LOWE

PIPER & MARBURY LLP

1200 19TH STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20036

WESTERN ALLIANCE
BENJAMIN H DICKENS JR
GERARD J DUFFY

BLOOSTON MORDKOFSKY JACKSON & DICKENS

2120 L STREET NW SUITE 300
WASHINGTON DC 20037

ITC

DAVID A IRWIN

TARA S BECHT

IRWIN CAMPBELL & TANNENWALD PC
1739 RHODE ISLAND AVE NW STE 200
WASHINGTON DC 20036-3101

KENT LARSEN

CATHEY HUTTON AND ASSOCIATES
2711 LBJ FREEWAY SUITE 560
DALLAS TX 75234

FREDERICK & WARINNER LLC
CLINT FREDERICK

10901 WEST 84TH TERRANCE
SUITE 101

LENEXA KANSAS 66214-1631

RURAL TELEPHONE FINANCE COOPERATIVE
JOHN J LIST

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT

MEMBER SERVICES

2201 COOPERATIVE WAY

HERNDON VA 20171

TDS TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION
MARGOT SMILEY HUMPHREY

KOTEEN & NAFTALIN LLP

1150 CONNECTICUT AVENUE NW

SUITE 1000

WASHINGTON DC 20036

INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE & TELECOMMUNICATIONS
ALLIANCE

DIANE SMITH

ALLTEL CORPORATE SERVICES INC

655 1STH STREET NW SUITE 220

WASHINGTON DC 20005-5701

ALLTEL TELEPHONE SERVICES CORPORATION
CAROLYN C HILL

655 15STH STREET NW

SUITE 220

WASHINGTON DC 20005

ROSEVILL TELEPHONE COMPANY
GEORGE PETRUTSAS

PAUL J FELDMAN

FLETCHER HEALD & HILDRETH PLC
11'TH FLOOR

1300 NORTH 17TH STREET

ROSSLYN VA 22209



MINNESOTA INDEPENDENT COALITION
RICHARD J JOHNSON

MICHAEL J BRADLEY

MOSS & BARNETT

4800 NORWEST CENTER

90 SOUTH SEVENTH STREET
MINNEAPOLIS MN 55402-4129

NTCA

DAVID COSSON

L MARIE GUILLORY

2626 PENNSYLVANIA AVE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20037

JEFFREY F BECK

JILLISA BONFMAN

BECK & ACKERMAN

FOUR EMBARCADARO CENTER
SUITE 760

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

COMPUSERVE INC & PRODIGY SERVICES CORP
RANDOLPH J MAY

BONDING YEE

SUTHERLAND ASBILL & BRENNAN

1275 PENNSYLVANIA AVE NW

WASHINGTON DC 20004-2404

THE INTERACTIVE SERVICES ASSOCIATION
EDWIN NLAVERGNE

J THOMAS NOLAN

GINSBURG FELDMAN AND BRESS CHTD
1250 CONNECTICUT AVE NW

WASHINGTON DC 20036

NRTA

MARGOT SMILEY HUMPHREY
KOTEEN & NAFTALIN LLP
1150 CONNECTICUT AVE NW
SUITE 1000

WASHINGTON DC 20036

OPASTCO

LISA M ZAINA
KENNETH JOHNSON

21 DUPONT CIRCLE NW
SUITE 700
WASHINGTON DC 20036

ALIANT COMMUNICATIONS CO
ROBERT A MAZER

ALBERT SHULDINER

VINSON & ELKINS

1455 PENNSYLVANIA AVE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20004-1008

ILLUMINET

STEPHEN G KRASKIN
SYLVIA LESSE

THOMAS J MOORMAN
KRASKIN & LESSE

2120 L STREET NW SUITE 530
WASHINGTON DC 20037

MICROSOFT CORPORATION
JACK KRUMHOLTZ

LAW AND CORPORATE AFFAIRS DEPARTMENT

MICROSOFT CORPORATION
SUITE 600

5335 WISCONSIN AVE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20015



